LY OF

JOSE CITY OF SAN JOSE

TAFTTAL OF SILICON VALLRY PlantiTng, Bullding and Cade Enforcement
200 Easl Samta Clara Strest

San Joaé, CA 95113-1805

tal (403) 535-3555 fax (408) 282-6055

Wabsits; www sanjoseca govwplanning

ZONING PFIOTESTAPPLICATION

FILENUMBER | e

QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE

REZONIMGFILE NUMBER

ADDREES OF PROPERTY BE

G B} == -
PROTESTED  //}4/f u!‘wmfu Lrive, (,quﬁgﬁ/f, CA 55974

ASSESSOR'S PARCGELNUMBER(S)

did- 5o~ ded

REASON OF PROTEST
| protest the proposed rezoning bscause _oc€ Attachment A

Use separate sheat if nacessary

The property inwhich | own an undivided interesi of al lsast 512, and on bahall of which Lhis protast is bsing fited,
| situated al: fdeseribe propearly by sddress and Assossor's Parcel Numper)

109 Norivandy Lrive. . { ampbell (B 95008
Paccel # qid-Tod-0gf 7

and Is now zoned R1-8 District. {in Santa Clara County)

The undiviced [nterest which | own in the propery described inthe statement above s &,
BX1 Feelintorest fownership)
D Leasshold interest which expires on

[] Other:(expiain)

PLEASE CALL THE APFQINTMENT DESK AT [108) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATICN APPOINTMENT.
Zarlrg Prolast pendSiappialion . GAUZ000




Page 2 ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

Thiz form must be signed by ONE or more owners of an undivided inferesl of al [sasl 51% in tha ot or par¢el far
which such profest is filed, such interest bising not merely an sasemant. Atenant under a leasa which has a
remeining tarm of ten yerrs or longer shall be deamed an "owner” for purposes of (hls protesl. When the owner of
an eligible protast site is a lega! entitiy other than a parson or parsons, the protest petilion shall be signed by the
duly authorized officarfs) of such legal antlly, When such lepsl entiy is a homeownser's associalion, the protest
petifien shall be signed by the duly aulharized officer{s) of such assoclation, of, In lisu thersof, by 51% of the
members of the assoclatior.

::;?g%ﬂ’ ©L 4/:’//( re. ?EEPﬂ%NE%‘T}{O@ 3 ?lf)’l 5 2@’?
(336: Noram zmaé' ﬂr’f e C%%ﬂ/fé’/ | A Zf/%&?
SIGNATAE (Notavizad) DATE
/?c?x 2 / &7

DAYTIME

mﬂrﬂc’! 19 "5’“’ /kf« TELEPHONE #
RS 076 Moimandy K Compbell T Fiovp

7
SIGNATLIRE (Motar] 2 ‘,&g/&'\ DATE % . /f "

FARIN

PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE # :
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) _ DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS CImY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DATTIME
TELEFHONE#
ADDRESS ChY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIP CODE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) DATE

Use separale sheet i necessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPDINTMENT DESK AT {408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT,
Zanlng Puotesa piBEAPClcaren Rev. BXIE00E




STATE OF CALIFOFNTA

county or 200 CLA )

58,

Nt s

Cn q lq/‘z/’ ['ﬁ @Efﬂl'ﬂ me, h ‘)- LMO » Notary Public, personally appeared
» whor proved to me on the bagie of
sahsfactmy ev1dﬂme-to be the person{s] whose name[s]@re stbscribed to the within netrument and
acknowledged to me that hefghtythey executed the same in hisfigwtheir authorized capacity(ies), and

that by hisfisfiheir signatnrefs) on the instrument the person{s), o the entity upon behalf of which the
personis) acted, executed the inskrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the fure&__{ng
paragraph is true and correct. .
M. 5. LUCIO
Commisslon # 1796411
Nolary Pubile - Callfomla E
sanlg Clama Counly
72,2012

WITMESS my hand and official seal

{Seal}
tary Public
STATE OF CALIECRNIA : )
. }oose
countror Dewks  Clang :
wat &
On 9 -*3:}' -Lo before me, Mechelle 'g W Notary Publie, personally appeared
Jﬂfmf:& L. wellke . who proved to me on the basis of

satisfactory evidence-to be the personzf whose name(#] {sfare subseribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshefhey-executed the ame in his/haritheir authorized eapacity(es), and
that by hisfhegitheir signaturefz} on the instrument the persongs), or the entity upon behaif of which the
person{sLacted, exeasted the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the [aws of the State of Callfornia that the foregoing
paragraph is roe and correct.

MICHELLE ARTONOWICZ
Commizzlon # 1051830
Hotary Fubll: - Calilrrnla
Sanla Glara County
iy Gumm Explres Jun 1, 21}13 "

WITHESS m‘_t,r hand and official seal.

N-::ntar}r Public ﬁ

201943701




Residental
ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No, C10-010) (“Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The
Frezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to — the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation {pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of appreximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commeonly known as Cambrian 6.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Camphbell and the
City of San Jose.

2 ezoning Dire niradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Proper

Owners Requests, The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-annexafion), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell's and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in armexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell's letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of fhe Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Catnpbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Prezoning Will Resulf in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property. My

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose’s intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning, On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire




Residential

service. As such, the City's intended armexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urhan island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Governiment Code § 56375.3(k)(6).

4. Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staffhas not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of flocr area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
wotld become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5, wir view of Piezoning Violates CEQA, Environmental review of the
Prezoning has not been conducted in eompliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA®). the City of San Jose’s attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report ("EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago -- and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure ete.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR iz
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162,

0. Public Hearing Notice Viplated City and State Natice Requirements. Notice for the
San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to

comply with the City’'s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements, Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as Jack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Flanning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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200 Epst Santa Clara Stresl
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CATION

FILE NUMBER

GUAD# ZONING GENERAL DATE

AEZONINGFILENUMBER

i«

$ [BOESTFTIVNE 341 Daflas Dr, (awphell A dsop
ASEESZ0OR'S PARCELNUMBER(S) i |9, - 5(:{ _015

REASOM OFFPROTEST
| profest the propazéd rezoning bacause see Attachment A

Usassparate sheel Frecossary

The property in which | own an undividad Inlerest of a1 |sast 51%, and on behalf of which (his profest is being tiled,
Is zltuated at: (describe propody by address and Assassors Parcel Number)

* 361 Dallas D _ i
Campbel A AP Wrel#: 119-39-016

and fs now zoned R1-8 District, (in Sanfa Clara County)

The undivided Interest which | own in tha property described in the slatemean! abave Is 5.

Y H Feelnterast fownearship)

[] vLeasehotd intersst which explres an

[] oiner taxplain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOQINTMENT DESK AT {408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION AFPOINTMENT.
Zawlg ProsasLpemBS AR picalbn Fay, BR08




Page2 ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This form mus! ba slgned by ONE or more awnars of an undivided interest of at least 51% in the ot or parcel for
which such pralestis filed, such interest being nat merely an easement. A tanand under a lease which has a
remaining larm of fen years or langesr shall ba dasmed an "owner* for purposes of this protest. When the owner of
an sligible protest site is 2 lagal entilly other than a persan ar persons, the pratest pelilon shall be signed by the
dilly autherized oficer(s) of such lsgal enlity. Whan such iegal entity is a homsownar's association, the protast
petition shell be slgned by the duly autharized officar{s) of such assoclation, ar, in lieu lherecd, by 51% of the
mumbers of the associallon,

PRNTVAVE 0 (N Lo '?EL?PT:%NE# Ho@, 3771247

ADDRESS %E},] D{ill(’l& -9{

Carablxl0

"B [ 97 [0el0 |

5|GN.QTUHE{NUE/‘_EJ{E£
PRNTNAYE Sexaes Mavulmy . o etongz L O% ¥21-¢1 14

PODRESS 2,67 b&lﬁac Dr [ Cé/mo@:eu B 7?5/‘5"5?{
SIGNATURE (NotarizeR) . . m%?g;t 27 Jorc

PRINT NAME \\ DAYTIE

TELEFHOMNE #
ADDRESS SN ~ooomy STATE 2IPCODE
SIGNATURE (Motarized) _ DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE Z2IPCODE
SIGNATURE (Motarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIVE

TELEFPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY ETATE 218 GODE
SIGNATURE {Notarlzed) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Motarlzed) DATE

Usessparate sheet[f necessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPCINTMENT DESK AT {408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPONTMENT.
Fnlrg ProlesLAmASIAR PRt Aoy, Bemes




STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

} Bs
coonryor_Davk eligrg )
: wv o
on_4-2.7- L0 before me ,l'k-u -ffl‘l-ﬁfﬂ'a A“{QM » Notary Public, personally appeared
.55{';#(.( Mariuni - Who proved to me on the basls of

satisfactory evidénoeuﬁo be the person(g) whose namef#) isf are-subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/shafthey executed the same in histhestheiz authorized capacity(les), and
that by hisfhesftheirsignature(a) on the instrument the persenfs) or the entity npon behalf of which the
persansl acked, executed the instrnment,

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
patagraph is true and coreect.

Comrmlsslon # 1851839
Molary Publig - Cailterma

WITNESS my hand snd official seal,
Sanla Glara Counly

m 3 TEE wyconm Bxpires dun 1, 20138
(Seal)
Notary Public

STATE CF CALIFORNIA )

counTyor_ 4R CLaah )

—r

E3.

Om ! ?/1'/ it heiore me, M‘ﬁ wﬁﬂ » Notary Public, personally appeared

_6'._."6 I"M/‘E’I WMZL{*’ -~ who proved bo me on the hasis of
safisfactory evidenceto be the person(s) whose name(s) isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged bo me that hefshefthey executed the same in hisfherftheir authorized capacity(ies), and
that by hisfherftheir signature(s) on the instrioment the person{s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person{s) acked, executed the Instrument,

I cectify under PENALTY OF FERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the ft:rregt::u'.ng_1
paragraph i krie and correct. . ’

M. 5. LUCTO
% commisston # 1798411
f| Ha1ary Public - Celllointa S

sanlg Clara Counly "
Coen L-T'J-Ahl_r'_:l'-.l"ci?_ﬂﬂ'm E

WITNESS my hapd and offielal seal. i

{Seal)

M. B. LUCLO
A Ccommisston # 17946411
A wotary Public - Californla g
¥ sanla Claic Counly
. ¥2, 2002

M. 5 LUCIO
B Commizsiaon # 1796411
J Nutary Public - Callfornia £
5t onla Slara Counly 2

(a3 e 7 Bl s R Ve 22, 212
; l iz

2019A370.1
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST ATTLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010} {*Prezoning”) that would resnlt in the rezoning of
my property o R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of 5an Jose forthe following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to - the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in

unincer porated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the

City of San Jose.

2. Prezoning Directly Coniradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Property
Owmners Requests. The Prezoning is the Frsi step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City

of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners ta annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In Qctober of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell agking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, ong which received preliminary support from
City of S5an Joze staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
{(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Drespite this disappointing response, hoth
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ inferest in annexing Cambrian 35 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2016, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into cur city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell #

A Prezoning Will Result in Armexation that Will Not Benefit My Property. My
property will not benefit from the Cily of San Jose's intended annexation that will resudt
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will resultin a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service, Assuch, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criferia set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(5).

4, Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with Ty property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditiona!
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc, Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA, Environmental review of the

Prezoning has not been conducted in complianee with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA"). the City of San Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Flan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago — and is not current
nor accurate, Sfnee its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure ete.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes, See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal, Code Regs § 15162,

0. bli¢c Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements, Notice for the
San Jose Plannirig Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadeqguate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is mull and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(3).




CITY OF S8AN JOSE

CATTAL l:lF SILRCOH VALLEY Planning, Bulldhg and Code Enforcement
200 East Santa Clara Street

San Jozs, CA B5113-1905

tel [208) 535-3555 fax (408) 262-6055

Wehslte: wwwieanjosaca.goviplanning

ZONING PRDTESTAPPLICATION

FILENUMBER

QUAD 7 ZONING GENEFAL DATE
PLAN BY

REZONING FILE NUMBER

ADDRESS OF PROPERTY BE|NG

PROTESTED DI/ DALLAG DR AN BEL i G508

ASSESSOR'S PARCELNUMBER(S)
v thid ~ A1~ ot
REASONOFPACTEST

| protest the proposed rezoning baceuse Sec Attachment A

Use separata shast fnecassary

The prapenty In which | cwn an undivided interest of at [east 61%, and on behalf af whlch thls protest is being lilad,
is siluelad al: (describe propery by adilrazs and Azsassor's Parce! Number)

351 Dalles b (‘ﬂmﬁbell 4500%
Hix -39-0/L

and Is now zoned R1-8 District. (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided inlaresl which | own In the properiy described In Ihe stalement above |5 a;
E’ FeeIntarest {nwnerehip)
I:I Leasehald inlerast which expires on

|:| Other: fexpiain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (404} 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
Zunlng Punlsst pmSEEnEslan, Fusv. ALK 00




Page2 ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This torm must be signad by ONME or mora awners ol an undivided intarsst of af least 51% Inlhe ot or parcel for
which such protesl s filed, such inerest balng not merely an easement. Alenant under a leasa which has a
remaining term: of iem years or longar shall ba daamad an “owner” far purpoges of this protest. Whenthe owner ol
an eligible protest silg is a tagal enthly clher than a person or persans, 1he protest petition shall be signed by the
duly aulhorized offlcar{s) of such lagal enlily. YWhen such legal enlily 13 a homeowner's essoclalion, the prolast
petition shall ba slanad by the duly aulhorized officer{s) of such associalion, or, In lsw thereof, by 51% afihe
meambers of the associalion,

PR N DA ANGER, FELRANTE

DAYTIME
TELEFHOMNE#

o Sy -+£417

3

ADDRESS gpﬁ 2IPCOD
TS DALLAS DL dﬁn{%u# 4540
SIGNAT Notarizgd ﬂ_ t@_) DA
&’Lf DA ek an 7 Ll -0

PRINTNAM -~ DAYTIME

TELEFHONE #
ADDAESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Motarlzed) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME

TELEPHOMNE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIP COGE
SIGNATURE (NetatTzed) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME

TELEPHOME #
ADDRESS cimy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Moterlzed) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS GITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarzed) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGMATURE [Notarized) DATE

Use separala shesl ifnecessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APP OINTMENT.
Zonlng FrotasLpmEEAppicnin Ray. 622008




STATE OF CALIEQRNIA, )

] ss
countyor IR (LS )
On 0[ W {ﬂ bef ; M6 wé{. » Motary Public, persomally appeared
—

» who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the personfs) whose namefs) iggetE¥nbsactibed to the within instrument and
acknowledged o me that hefelrgfthey exemited the same in hisgi@sthelr authorized capacityiies), and
that by hisfePhelr signature(s) on fhe nstrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
personis) acted, exemted the msbument.

T certify under FENALTY OF PERJURY imder the ]aws of the State of Californda that the foregolng
paragraph is true and correct.

M. 8, LUCID
.1 Cummraslon # 1796417

WITNESS my hand and offictal seat, by nolary Publlc - Cailfomig
TMESS o - Santa Clorg Couniy
CarmmL

{Seal}
STATE OF CALIFORNIA }
| Y
COUNTY OF )
On before me, » Motary Public, personally appeared

, who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(a) whose name(s) isfare subscribed to the within insteoment and
acknowvledged o me that hefshefthey exeruted the same in hisfherftheir suthorized capaelty(fes), and
that by his/her/ftheir signature(s) on the instritment the person(a), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrament.

I certify under PENALTY QF PERJURY under the laws of the State of Californda that the foregoing
paragraph is e and coreect.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

{Seal)

MNotary Public

20194370.1
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING FROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council fo deny — the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) {*Prezoning™) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way f amlined Annexation Without Protest. The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to — the City
of 5an Jose's infended sireamlined “wrban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of 5an Jose,

2, Prezoning Dire niradi ity of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Praper

Lwners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Carmbrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 info
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. Inresponse, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilifies for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of 5an Joze staff. Councilmember Judy Chireo, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
{conceming de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappoeinting response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ inferest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expresged in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the armexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city, The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.” '

A Prezoning Will Result in Anrexation that Will Not Bepefit iy Property, My
property will not benefit from the City of San Jose's intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will resultin a downgrade of my current
services received from the Covnty of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
mmdication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive,
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City's ability (o provide fire
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service. As such, the Citys intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b}(6).

4, Staff Analysis of Prezoning je nsufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient

analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning, For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what nses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning, MNor has it provided a comparizson of floor area ratios and
densities efc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing Jegal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impoassible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezening Violates CEQA, Envirenmental review of the
Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“"CEQA®). the City of San Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“"EIR”} is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago -- and is nof current
nor accurate. Since its cerdfication, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastruchure ete.). As such,a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order ko include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum o the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes, See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal, Code Regs § 15162.

f. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements, Notice for the

5an Jose Planning Commission Avgust 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements, Dezpite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well ag Jack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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AEASONOQFPROTEST
[ protestthe proposed rezoning bscause ~oee Attachment A

Use separata sheel iFnecassary

The property In which | own am undivided interest of al leasl 51%, and on behalf of which this prolsstis bslna filed,
is sitvatad at: (daserbe propery by addrass and Assossor's Parcel Number)

55 Nmrm‘o{'\v Dhwe, (:Elle')eh {h a00s
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and is now zoned RI-8 District. (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided inlerest which | own in tha property desctibed Inibe siatament above is a:
]ﬁ Foalntarest (ownership)
"] Leasshold interest which explres on

[] other: jaxpiatn)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN AFPLIGATION ARPCINTMENT.

Faring PredaslyimEifppEcion Aoy, B2fenoa




Page2 ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

This form must be signed by ONE or more owners of an undhvided interest ol at jeast 51% in the lol or parcal for
which such protest e filed, such Inlerest belng nol merely an easement. Atonanl under a lease which has a
ramaining ierm of lan years or longer shall ba deemed an “owner® for purposes of this protesl. Whan 1he owner of
an aligible protesl site s a legal antiliy other than 4 person or parsons, the protast peililan shall be slgned by the
duly aulthorized officer{s) of such lagal enlity. Whan such legal enfily is a homeowner's association, the protest
pattion shall ba signed by the duly autharlzad ollcar(s) of such assaclation, or, in dleu thereol, by 51% ofthe
mambers of the association.
PRINTMAME -~ . DAYTIME
& Rb\"tZ&_n D TecerHones TOC €13 4ig)
ADDRESS cITY ST,‘-"u.TEI}‘c Zi GDDJ}E‘
095 Notwandy Ty { a:aﬁ%{hdﬁ [ A
i /027D, /Q/%mf Tajap
PRINT NAME DAYTIME '
TELEPHOME #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGMATURE {Notarlzed) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEFHOMWE #
ADDRESS Gy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGHNATLRE {Notarized) _ DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHOME #
ADDRESS CImy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE {Matarlzed} DATE
PRINTMAME DAYTIME
TELEFHOMNE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPGODE
SIGMATURE [Notarized) DATE
PRINT MNAME OAYTIME
TELEPHOWE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIFCODE
SIGNATURE [Motarized) DATE
Lise separate shast If necessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLIGATION AFPOINTMENT.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
) s
COUNTY OF w %ﬁlﬂ*’ )

Ry L) whn proved to me on the basis of

; me{s} IEfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknewledged to me that hefshe/they executed the same in hisfherftheir zuthorized capacity{ies), and
that by hisfher/thelr slgnafure(s) on the inshrument the personis), or the entity upon behalf of which the
pemsonis) acted, execited the inshrument.

I ceetify under FENALTY OF PERJURY under the Jaws of the State of California that the foregolng
paragraph is brue and correct,

WITNESS my hand snd officlal seal. l Comminion ¢ 1733376 [
i Nolary Pubtle - Calllarnla
/(Q%«M fa Clarg County
W 1A i |
(Seal)

Notary Public
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
-1 s
COLUNTY OB i
Cn before me, + Notary Public, peracrally appeared

, who proved to me on the basic of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) isfare subscribed to the within inshument and
acknowledged to me that hefshe/they exerited the same in hisfherfthelr authorzed capacity(ies), and
that by higfherftheir signansre(s) on the insbument the person(s), or the entiby upon behali of which the
personfs) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY wnder the laws of the State of Califorpia that the foregoing
paragraph {5 true and correct,

WITMESS my hand and official seal.

{Seal)

Notary Fublic

20194370.1
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST AFPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny — the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010} ("Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning Distriet upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Pro

Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is 2 necessary prerequisite to — the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorperated Santa Clara County, which is commenly known as Cambrian 36,
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Joze. -

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Property

Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of 5an Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbeli and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Camphell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Camphell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell, In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to puisue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirce, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort, Despite this disappointing response, bath
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in anmexing Cambrian 34 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell's letter to the Mayor of San
Joge dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian 36
pocket info our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Camnpbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Camphell.” '

a. Fregening Will Result jn Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property, My

properxty will not benefit from the City of San Joze's intended annexation that will result
from the propased Prezoning. On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Joge
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City's ability to provide fire
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service. As such, the City's intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Caode § 56375 3(b}{£).

4. Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning., Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc, Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, itis impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act ("CEQA™). the City of San Jose’s attempied reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (EIR") is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago - and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance fo the
Prezoning that wasg not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR wouild need to be prepared in brder fo include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 151642,

6. iblic Bearing Notice Viclated Ci d i irements. Notice for the
San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Degpite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recormmended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation ig null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature atd does nof comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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Page?2 ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

This form must be signad by ONE or more owners of an undivided fmierest of al leagt 51% in tha Il or parcel for
which such protesl is filad, such interast being nol mersly an eesement. Alsnant under & leasa whichhas a
remaining term of len years or longer shall ba deemed an “owner for purposes of this prolest. Whan the cwhar of
#n ellnible protest sita is a legal anilliy aliver than a pergon or parsons, the prolasi petiller shall b signesd by the
duly authorized offfcerts) of such lagal entlly. When such lagal eniity is 8 homeowner's asgociatlon, lhe protest
petition shall be signad by the duly eutharized officar(s) of such assoclalion, or, in lisu {hersol, by 51% of the
membars of the agsoclalion,
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SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) C/L«WW% _e@_/‘ DATE G- 7#/ 2,
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Usesoparalashisst Ifnecessany

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

I oes
COUNTY OF £ &w 3

On q A-? / 2000 pefore me, it /{21”.{" l/Nutary Public, persorally appearad

st & #Mpriﬂ' P , who praved to me on the basis of
saHlsfac ewdenue-to be the person(s) whr:sse name(s) jefare subscribed o the within instroment and.
acknowledged to me that kefshe/they executed the same inhtsfheiftheir authorized capacity{ies), and
that by bigftwt/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, exeruled the ingtrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY nnder the laws of the State of California that the fmeﬁﬂmg

pasmgaph s e anl comect MARIAPEPPER }
% COMM, #1313285 z
2 Holary Public - California &

official zeal Sanla clalaSCwnEr 20 -

\_A /’}/U‘—ﬁ) (Seal)

Notary Public {

STATE OF CATIFORNIA )
1 s
COUNTY OF )
O before me, , Motary Public, personally appeared

, who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidencedo be the person{s) whose name{s) lsfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to e that hefshefthey exccuted the same in hisfherftheir authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/nerftheir signature(g) om the instrument the person(g), ot the entity upon behalf of which the
personds) acted, executed the instument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
pearagraph is true and correct.

WITINESS my hand and official seal,

{Seal)

Matary Public

20194370.1
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No, C10-010) ("Prezoning”) that would vesult in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Pratest, The

Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to — the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my properéy and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2, Prezoning Directly Coniradicts City of Campbe rian 36 Proper

Qwmners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City af Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 inio
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Camphbell. In response, the City of Camphbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concermning de-grnexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell's and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell's letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian §26
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Camphell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Prezaning Will Result in i Will Not Bene .

property will not benefit from the City of San Joses intended annexation that will result
fram the propesed Prezoning, On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we ctirrently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved #he pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island anmexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet

the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4, Staff Analysis of Prezening js Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zonitig. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning, Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc, Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Frezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Viclates CEQA. Environmental review of the
Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”). the City of San Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report {"EIR") is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified ag complete on August 16, 1994 - more than 16 years ago - and is not ciirrent
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As stch, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
reqjuired to make minor corrections or ¢changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162,

6. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements, Notice for the

San Jose Flanning Commission Auvgust 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused éo grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Flanning
Commission’s recommendation is il and void and the City Council’s considerafion of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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Page2 ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This form must be signed by ONE or more ownars of an undivided [nfarest of al least 51% inthe lot or parcsl for
which such protasi is liled, such intarast balng nol merely an easament. Alenant underaleass which hasa
femalning term of len years or langer shall be deemed an "swner" for purposas of ihig protest. When Lhe owner of
an sligible profest site is a lagal sntiliy olher than a person or persons, the protest pelition shall be signed by the
duly authorized ofiicer(s) of such legal entliy. Whan such [agal entity |s a hameowner's assaciation, the protast
palilion shall be signad by the duly authorized ofiicer{s) of such association, or, in lisu thereof, by 51% of the
mambers oftha associaian,
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STATE QF CALIFORNIA

)
COUNTY OF &M«.}Qxﬂ( @Jmt@ ; .

1, Qi‘) C';E)a"( O before me, &M %fﬁ#&@; Motary Public, personally appearad
Y, LIUCV Apsrio S ¢/ _ who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidenceto be the personfs]fvhose namef!q’ igfare subsaribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same in hisfherftheir authorized capacity(ifs), and
that by hisferftheds signati on the msbrument the person[ﬂ or the entity upon behalf of which the
pers-m‘(?] acted, exeruted the instrument,

I certify under FENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of Califomda that the foregolng
paragraph is true and correct.

[+]

&7 L Commission I 1733375

T i :- Kotary Pubiic - Colllemia
sonia Clara Counly

&QMW %Matﬁéb’ (Seal)

WITHESS my hand and official seal.

Notary Tublic
5TATE OF CALIEQRNTA )
y
COUNTY OF }
On_ before me, » Mstary Publie, persomally appeared

. who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) Isfare mibscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same in hisfherftheir authgrzed capacity{ies), and
that by his/herftheir signature(s) cm the instrument the person(s), or te entity upon behalf of which the
personi(s) acied, executed the instrement.

I certfy under FENALTY OF PERJUEY under the laws of the State of Californda that the foregoing
paragraph is trice and correct,

WITINRESS my hand and officlal seal.

{Seal)

blotary Public

20194370.1
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ATTACHOMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APTLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Coundil to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) (“Prezoning”} that would result in the rezoning of
iny property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District tpon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest, The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to - the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant fo Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2, Prezoning Directly Contradicts G ] and Cambrian 36 Proper

Owmers Requests. The Prezoning is the firat step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which direcily contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In Qctober of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 properiy
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbeill. Inresponse, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
{concerning de-tnnexation), quashed this effort, Despite this disappeinting response, both
Campbell's and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our eity. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a dlear preference o be part of Campbell ”

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property. My

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose's intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an inereased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently recejve,
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service, As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant fo Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56373.3(b)(6).

4. Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff hasnot provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County

zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uges are curtently aliowed under my
property’s existing zoning, Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densilies ete. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming, As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on iy property.

3. Environmental Review of Prezonfng Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the
Prezoning has not been conducied in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”). the City of San Jose’s attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report ("EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago -- and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of sibstantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changesz in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such,a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date, At the very minimum, an addendum fo the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes, See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162,

6. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the

San Joge Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements, - Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommmended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As siich, the Plarming
Cornmission’s recommencdation is mudl and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(E).
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CARITAL OF SO VALLEY Planning, Bullding and Coda Enforcement
200 East Sanfa Clara Sirest

EanJosd, CA 95113-1905

tel {408) 535-3555 fax (408) 262-5055

Wahsite: www.sanosecagovipianning

FILENUMBER; - . COLNG]
Rf ” P IR DISTRICT

QUAD # ZONIN

AEZONING FILE NUMBER

ADDRESS OF PROPERTY BEING
PROTESTED Geler R AR Miusd WY
ASSESSORS PARCELNUMBER(S)

2 pfay e
REASONCOFPROTEST '

| protast ihe proposed rezoning becauss See Aftachment A

Use separate sheel if necessary

The property inwhich | own an undividad Interest of &l leasl 1%, and on behalf of which this protes! [s Belha flled,
is situzled at. fdescribe property by addreszs and Assessor's Parcel Numbor)

RSB ARWNT W py
Crmd e Ta G500
)72 4 0L, o

and Is now zoned F1-8 District. (in Santa Clara County}

The ungwyasl which | cwn in the properiy describad in the statement above is a:

Feslnterest {ownership)
D Laasehold interasl which expires on

I:[ Gthar: (explain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPQINTMENT DESK AT {408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION AFPOINTMENT.
Zuring Prolest pmesipllealin Fey.GReoe
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ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This form must be signed by ONE or more ownars of an undivided interest of at least 51% inths lot or parca! for
which such protest |s filad, such intsrast being not merely an easament. A fenant under a lease which hasa
remaining lerm of feh years or longer shell be deemed an "owinar for purposas of thiz profest. When 1he owner ol
an gligible protest site s a legal aniitiy olher than a person or persong, the protest pelition shall be signed by the
duly authorized officarsl of such legal antity. When such legal eniily is a homeowner's associalion, ihe protest
pedillan shall be signed by the duly authorizad officar(s) of such associallon, or, in lieu thereof, by 51% ofthe
membets of the association.

.-

PRINT NAME : DAYTIME
: in O Lol L TELEPHONE® 0 SRG. 11] ¥
DAES ; CITY ETATE IPCO
0wy Wisd  CambRere  Ch GEut
SIGNATYRE (Nytarlzes)) DATE C?/ ::’
PRINTNAME — DAYTIME i '
DETAS 14 [ SeA RUWK AW TecepHoNE# 0929, (11}
ADDRE CITY STATE ZIP CODE
\ 24 B Pwedn LA W CAP Rt -y <00 %7
SIGNATURE [Notarjzed - E
E*E hg é:—-l"'?é” Eéﬁﬁﬁﬂ Ig-—;l}—-/c:’
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEFHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIF CODE
SIGNATURE (Notarizad) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPGODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIVE
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIF CODE
SIGNATURE {Notatlzed) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHOME #
ADDRESS CIY STATE ZIP CODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE

Usasaparate sheet f necegsary

PLEASE CALL THE APPQINTMENT DESK AT {408} 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT,

Zowiny Pealersd, pinaS'Ap pik-4ion Aoy, B22008




STATE OF CALIFORNIA }

COUNTY OF "JPN'@ f,Wﬂ— )

55,

Ly

{n 0’ n/b{[ﬂ before me, _ M'i W » Motary Public, personally appeared
w G WWH% Tl ptip , who proved to me or the basis of
satisfactory evidencedo be the person{s) whose name(s) i3/8T® subsciibed to the within instment and
acknowledged to me that he/sheiEp executed Hhe same in hisfherffeidauthorized capacity(jes), and
that by hisfher{d€it fenature(s) on the instroment the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the Inshument,

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY vnder the laws of the State of Catifornia that the faspgoing
paragraph is tine and correct. -

p M. $, LUCIO
g LT, i, \ Com misslon 1 106413
=552 Notary Public - California
By i sanla Clara Counly

_ 22,2012

WITMNESS my hand and officlal seal.

L

Uedt {Seal)
Ngfary Public

STATE OF CALIFORMIA )
S ) s
COUNTY OF )
On before me, » Wotary Public, personally appeared

_ who proved to me on the basis of
safisfactory evidenceto be the person(s) whose name(s) isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey exeonted the same in hisfber/their authorized capacity{ies), and
that by hisfherftheir signature(s) on the instroment the persongs), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, exeruted the Instrument,

I certify under PENALTY OF PERTURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph {s true and correct.

WITNESS miy hand and official seal.

(Seal)

Notary Public

LU AR
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST ATPLICATION

1 protest - and respecifully urge the City Council to deny -- the propesed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010} (“Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation fo the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The
Prezoning is propased in conjunction with -- and 1s a necessary prerequisite to — the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “nrban pocket” annexation {pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly knewn as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the

City of San Jose.

2. Prezoning Dir adicts City of Campb ri £r
Owners Requests, The Prezoning i the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City

of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2008, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented o the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for armexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of 5an Jose staff, Councilmember judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-nrenexation), quashed this effort, Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell's letier to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket inte our city. The residents have Camphell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campheil.” '

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefijt My Property. My

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose’s intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the confrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 berause it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)}6).

4. taff Analygis of Prezoming i icient. Staff has not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparizson of floor area ratios and
densities efc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impassible for me o understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5, Environmental Review 'g,ﬁ Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the Califormia Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”). the City of San Jose's atternpted reliance an the San José 2020
General Plan Envirenmental Impact Report (“EIR*} is legally inadequate, The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago -- and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now avatlable (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
popidation, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make miner corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal, Code Regs £ 15162.

6. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the

San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
tequirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refised to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Counril’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).




CITY OF SAN JOSE

CAPITAL OF SICC0N W LEY Flanning, Bullding and Code Enforcement
200 East Santa Clara Streat

San Josd, A 95113-1905

tel (408) 535-3555 fax (408) 292-6D55

Website: www san]oseca.goviplanning

ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

T
FILENUMBER — COUNCIL
£ I U ,L U ]DISTH[CT
QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE —
PLAN oy

REZOMINGFILE HUMBER

ADDRESS OF PROPERTY BEING

PROTESTED 703 2 Napmﬂni}, . CC.LM}DLE.“J CH SS5tog

ASSESSOR'S PARCELNUMBER(S)
Y - 0L - 0L —00

REASONOFPROTEST
| protestihe proposed rezaning because See Attachment A

Use saparata shast if necessary

The proparty inwhich 1 own an undivided Interest of at leag! 51%, and on behall of which this protest is being filed,
is situalad al: {describe properiy by address and Assessor's Parcel Number)

Jola /\Llljrmuﬂﬂd'u‘ Dr Camraée //; CA_9500%
parce| # L,-wré?__-orﬁrmo

and is now zoned R1-8 District. {in Santa Clara County)

The undivided intarest which 1 awn 1 Tha proparfy describad inthe statement above [s a:
E Fee Interes! {[ownership)
[___| Leasghold Intarast which explas on

|:| Other: fexplaing

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FCR AN APPLICATION APPQINTMENT.
Zaring Pictass pInBs Ay Tk Rev. ERI200E




Page2 ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This Foren must ba signed By ONE or mare owners of an undivided imsrest of al [east 51% inthe lot or parcel for
which such profsest ik filed, such inlerest being naf merely an easament. Atenant under a lease which has a
remainfng larm of ten yaars of longer shall ba deemad an “owner™ for purposes of this prolesl. When the owner of
an eligibls protest sits is & lege! entiliy ofher than 8 peraen ar persons, the protsst petiiion shall be sioned by the
duly authorlzed ofiicers) of such logal smity. When such lagal entity Is 2 homeowner's associalion, the protest
petilion shall be signed by the duly aulhorized officer(s) of such associafion, or, in liau thereot, by 51% of the
members ofths associaiion.

PRINT NAME — DAYTIME —
mqu Lil?_ /c:-u-..::nf_q TELEPHONE# 650 L04 &1

v ST, ZIPCODE
rr& ppdel] EIE A ooy
SIGMATURE (Notarized) W-) mg v

DATE
i /2 i /e‘"ﬂ
: v
PHINTNMECJ"W\Q hee kim- Towanse, 7 |PATHE 440g)3 T 659
ADDRESS ~J o
PSEBJ- Ay % Cod

STATE IPCODE
BT . 7o
SIGHATLURE (Motarl

! oatl o

PRINTNAME = IME
FHONE #

ADDRESS ooy STATE ZIF CODE
SIGNATURE [Notarlzed) . DATE
PRINTNAME _ DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CTY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE {Notarlzed} DATE
PRINT NAME CYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGMATURE (Notarlzed) DATE

Useseparale shast fnecessary

PLEASE CALL THE AFPOINTMENT DESK AT {408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
Zoning PumesLpméhiApnbonian Aey, RRR00e




STATE OF CALIFORNILA

)
COUNTY OF 8*‘1’?{){3 6@1’4&/ ; i
&&-]LL}Q C}'?)f ) bafm'e /“0 %mmwﬂtary Public, personally appeared

who proved ko me on the basis of
sahsfach:a}r emdmn&tn be ihe perscm{s] whose name(shisfare subscribed to the within instroment and

acknowledged to me that he/shefthey execoted the same in hisfher/their authorized capaciby(ies), and
that by hisfher/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
persor(s) acted, executed the Instrument.

I certify under PENAETY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correck.

WITHESS my hand and official seal. \
Commiuion # 1 TINTS

i N o Ciara Gouny L
L,Qﬁmae} >?7 Q@W (Sezl) Ay Corren. Bl Age 20,2011

Motary Public

STATE QF CALIFORNIA ]

CDUNTYUFQ.M)QL ﬂ)/@@{&_/ ; -

O _Soléd 2 LEHE 1P F{ HNdtary Public, personally appeared

} : ; whe proved to me on the basis of
gatisfactory ewdene-tu he the person{s] whigse nefh e(s) isfare subsaibed to the within instriment and
acknowledged to me that hefshe/fthey executed the same in histherftheir anthorized capacity{fes), and
that by hisfher/thelr signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity npon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, execuied the insboment.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is trite and correct.

l:ﬂmmhlk:-n #1733
.-,-.x Bl Nolary Puistic - :qmua:ut

WITNESS my hand and official seal. Ny’ sonlo Clara Counly
J W SRR 'a""'"lmm
C&?L{/% (Seal)

Motary Public

201343701
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ATTACHMENTA

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) (“Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District apon annexation to the
City of 5an Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to - the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Cade § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36,
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose. '

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Property
Owners Reguests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 - an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambiian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Camphell asking that it be arnexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, ong which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-gnnexation), quashed this effort, Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell weleomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into cur city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property, My
properéy will not benefit from the City of 5an Jose's infended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service. As such, the City’s intended annexation weuld not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Gevernment Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria sef forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4. Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient

analysis of how fhe proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under nivy
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities ete. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my propetty.

5.  Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA, Environmental review of the
Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental

Quality Act (“CEQA™), the City of San Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
cetfified as complete on Augusé 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago -~ and 13 not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not knawn and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available {such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). Assnch, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in prdet to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162,

0. Puiblic Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements, Notice for the
San Jose Planning Commission Atgust 26th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning nofice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
hased on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval, As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

COUNCIEL

FILENUMBER
DISTRICT

DATE -

QuUAD # ZONING

BY.

REZOMING FILENUMBER -

&Cﬁm[ﬁé«f/&:

ADDRESSOFPROPERTYBEING . -
PROTESTED . c /32 ] @[ﬂmpfq
Fi L

Iiﬂb.ESESSt:!H'SFMPIGELI*»!U!I;-'IEIEFE{S} Lf
[Y-09-p | K

REASOM OF PROTEST

| protest the proposad rezoning berauea

See Attachment A

Use soparaie sheelif nacessary

The proparty [nwhich | own an undivided intsrest of atleast 51%, and or bahalf of which this protest 5 being Aled,
is siluated al: {descHba propery by address ang Assessor's Parcal Numbar]

[ 327 @/r?w&ﬂrq v e Cﬁmuﬂ 1 n, 95005
AN 7o DY OFF

_and [s now zored R1-8 Dlswict. {in Santa Clara County)

Tha undivided Inferes! which } owr in the property described inthe stalemant above is &
E Fealntarest {ownsrshlp)
[} Leasahold Insresl which expires on

[[] Other: (axpfatn)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION AFFOINTMENT.

Frnidrey Protaal prd5iAppHca o R Binn




Page2 ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

Thiz farm must be signad by ONE or more owners of an undivided [nlarest of at least 51% [n the lot or parcel for
which such protest Is filed, such Interest being nol merely an easement. Atenant under a loase which has a
remaining tarm of ton years or longer shall be desmad an “owner” for purposes of I1hls protesl. Whenthe owner of
an eligible prolest sita is a legal endiliy other than a persen or persons, the protest pelilion shall be signed by the
duly aulhorized officer{s) of such legal enlily. When such |egal enlily Is 8 homeowner's assacialion, the protest
palllion shall be signed by the duly authorizad ofilcer(s) of sueh assoclation, or, in lisu thereal, by $1% of the
members of tha assoclatfon,
rl
PRINTMAME 2 . DAYTIME
6 458 E’// Sy e s ﬁawm'ﬁ-f—/{ TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS A é %EATE ZIPCQDE
1327 (Odemmira fvg Cosmpboe/l o 9 5005
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) sV ' Y DATE
/ ) F-297-/0
PRINTNAME S / DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS CiTY STATE ZIFCODE
SIGMATURE [Notarfzed) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
. |TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS cITY STATE ZIFCODE
SIGHATURE {(Notarized) _ DATE
PRINTMAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CiTy STATE ZIFCODE
SIGHATURE [Motarized) DATE
PAINTHAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCoDE
SIGMATURE (Notarlzed) DATE
PRINTHAME DANTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS Ty STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Noterlzsd) DATE
Use separata sheest (f necessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
Zariigy Fearsst pmESApplicalton Sav. Gl2f2008




STATE O&! CALIFORMIA }

counry or ik CUAA )

Nemrr”

58,

Cm 4‘{11[[ i before me, Hér w”:.’b , Motary Public, personally appeared

Aﬁaﬁmuﬂém who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidencetn be the person{s) whoee hame{s) isfare subscribed to the within instrument and

acknowledped to me that hefshefthey executed the same in histher/ftheir authorized capacityiies), and
that by his/herftheir signature(s) on the instrument the personfs), or the enbity upon behalf of which the
person{es} acted, execoted the insbrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is rue and correct, —

M. 5. LUCIO

i 3 Commiaslon # 1794411
WITNESS ray hand and, official seal. {Z% Xl Nolary Publlc - Callfamnle
s sanla Clare County -
Cornm 22,2012
£ (Seal}
Mosafy Public
STATH OF CALIFORMIA )
| It
COUNTY OF )
O before me, , Notary Public, pemsonally appeatzed

, who proved to me on the basls of
satisfactory evidenceto be the person{s) whese name{s) isfare subseribed to the within instroment and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same in hisfher/thelr awthorized capacity(iss), and
that by hisfher/their signature(s) on the instrument the personds), or the entty upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the insoument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph 16 true and correct,

WITHGSS my hand and efficial seal.

{Seal)

Nokary Public

01943701
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Tnitiated Prezoning (File No, C10-010) (“Prezoning™) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to - the City
of San Joge's intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the

Ciky of 5an Jose.

2, Prezoning Directly Confradicts City of Ca 1 and Cambrian 36 Proper

QOwners Reguests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilaieral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 —an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners fo annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell, In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was pregented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell, In response, the City of Campbell directed its ataff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1934 city policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal, As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Camphbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.” '

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Mot Benefit My Property. My
property will not benefit from the City of San Jose’s intended annexatton that will result
from the proposed Prezoning, On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently pravide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting fhe standard of services that we currently receive,
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service. As sich, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b}(6).

4. Analysis of P ing is Insnfficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and condifional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are carrently allowed under my
properiy’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities ete. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, itis impossible for me b understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmentzl Review of Prezoning Viclates CEOQA. Environmental review of the

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the Califernia Environmental
Quality Act ("CEQA"). the City of San Jose’s attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”} is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago -- and is not current
nor accurate, Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to inchude new
information sinee the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

b. Public Hearing Notice Viglated City and State Notice Requirements, Notice for the
San Jose Plarming Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and mstead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council's approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.630(B).
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ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

RSN AE
o A e

T} COuNGIL
DISTRICT
QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE

FILENUMBER f

REZONING FILE NUKEBER

ADDF{ESS DF FHDFEHWEE|NG

PROTESTED 155 Shamroele DR

ASSESSOR'S PARCELNUMBER(S) Lf'
19~

L -0

See Attachment A

REASONOFPROTEST

| pratest lhe proposed rezoning bacause

Use separate sheel if naressary

The praperty in which | own an undvided interest of at least 51%, and on behalf of which this protest is belng filed,
is siluated at: (describs propery by address ant Asseasor's Parcel Numbar)

Hid-ol -0k
155 Shamrocek Delpe
Conmpbell CA G svok
and is now zoned R1-8 Districl. (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided Interest which | awn Inihe property described in the stalemeant abovais a:
E]' Fea Interest fownershlp)

[] vLeasehold interest which expires on

[] orer: fexplain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zarirg ProlesLpmBsPppkenion Rev, G208




Pagez2 ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This form must be sigred by ONE or more ownars of an untivided intersst of at least 51% in fhe lot or parcat for
which sueh profest i liled, such interest belng nol merely an easement. Adanant under a lease which has a
remaining term of ten years or longer shall be daemed an "owrner® for purposes of this protest. When the owner of
an aliglble protest site is a legal entiliy other han & person or persons, the protest petillon shall ba signed by the
duly authotized officer(s) of such legal enlity. When such legal enfity is a homeownear's assoclatlon, the protest
pelitian shall be signed by the duly authorized offficar{s) of such agsociakion, or, in lleuth ereof, by 51% of Ihe
members of the assacialion.
PRINT HAME . . i DAYTIME _ }
W\ 0.4 k.. Tji P T TELEPHONE # ‘3 5 q J 1 3
ADDRESS CITY STATE 5”’ CODE
1155 SHamporic DR v pmpbel( A 5
SIGNATURE {(Notarlz - DATE
B i L5 At 9/pafz000
PRINTNAME . : DAYTIME i )
Ellen quq%, TELEPHONER Pl (o~ P 280
ADDRESS S. wJ my STATE IP CODE
tiss Shamroely Pr. (-_qa_ mpbelf £ 5008
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) tﬂ ~ D&
iy B/aa /2000
FRINT HAME DAYTIME
TELEFHCONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIF CODE
SIGNATURE {Motarlzed) . RATE
PRINTMNAME DAYTIME
TELEFHONE #
ADDAESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (MNotarlzed) DATE
PRINTHAME DAYTIME
TELEFHCONE #
ADDRESS CiTY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE {(Notarlzed) DATE
PRINTHAME DAYTIME
TELEFHOME #
ADDRESS ATy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGMATURE {Motarized) DATE
Useseparale sheet f nacessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-9555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zounlng Prialsae pmESAppScIn Hey, RaR00E




STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

COUNTY OF S&Q@L @gi,{ﬂ_..x ; =

Z:Alotery Public, personally appeared

71z QO Ll A00h Pt , who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s} whese name(s) ifare subsanbed to the within insirument and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same in hisfherftheir authorized caparity{ies), and
that by hisfher/their signature(s) on the instrurnent the persons), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the inshument.

1 certify under PENALTY OF PERTURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

DIANE M, JAMES
A Comminien # 1733376
t{] Notary Public: - Callloinla i

fanio Clora Counly =

QQM% QW (Seal) wmﬁﬂﬁﬁn'ﬂ.mlt

Notary Poblic (/

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

COUNTY OF w @_aﬁ/lﬁ—f i ~

£ L fb{' & RS __, who proved to me on the basis of

satisfactory evidence-to be the persons) whoaeunauﬁs} isfare subscribed bo the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey execnted the same in hisfherftheir authorized capacity(ies), and
fhat by hisfher/their signature(s) on the nstrument the person(s), or the entity upon behaif of swhich the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and cfficial seal. DIAME M. JAMEE
£ LA Commission # 1735376
w - % Q i L + }! Nolary Pulall: - Callfornla
ALy ) fanla Clara Counly -
(272 £ /? L ol {Seal) "y Comm. Expies Ape 20,2011
Nofary Public | /

201943701
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ATTACHMENT A

TQ ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfudly urge the City Couneil to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No, C10-010) {“Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The
Prezening is propesed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to — the City
of San Jose's intended streamiined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly kniown a3 Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2. Prezoning Dire adicts City of Campbell mbrian 36 Proper

Owners Requests, The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an efforf which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the Cify of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chireo, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-annexatior), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ inferest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Camphbell's Jetter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

a. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Properéy. My

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose's intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning, On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service. As such, the City's intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet

the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4. Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient

analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currenély allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities ete. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal tses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossibie for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Reyiew of Prezoning Violates CEQA, Environmenial review of the

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental ;
Quality Act (“CEQA”). the City of San Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020 :
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR"} is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years age - and is not current
nor aceurate. Sinee its certification, new information of substantial impertance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure ete.}. As such,a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162. :

a. Public Heari ptice Violated City and State Notice irements. Notice for the
$an Jose Planning Comunission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City's own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property ownera
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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ZONING PROTESTAPPL! CATIDN

COUNCIL
DISTRICT
QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE

BY.

FILENUMBER

REZONINGFILENUWMEBER

ADD F‘.'ESS OF PHDP T‘l’EEENG
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ASSESSORS PAH{:ELNUMBEH[S}
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REASONOFPROTEST
| profestthe proposed rezoning becauss See Attachment A

Use separale shest it necassary

The property in which | own an undivided interss of al least 51%, and on behalf of which this protest is being filed,
i5 siluated at: {describe property by addrass and Assasaor's Parcel Mutber)

(352 [)/wfmﬂiﬁ Am: /?/,}A/.,Lbfy (4 9 5008 —
S Je sF@;g homi  efje- Y~ p2Y-op

and is now zoned R1-8 bistrict. (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided inlerest which | own 1n the properly describad in tha gtalement abave is a:
m Fealnterasi (ownership)
D Laasahold interest which explres on

] other: fexpiain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPCINTMENT DESIK AT (4086) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zonkog FralesL g BSlAp picalin Ry, RE2006
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ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This farm must ba slgned by ONE or marg owners of an undivided inferest of al least 51% inthe lol ar parcet tor
which such protastis filed, such Interest being nol mersly an easement. A tananl under a lease which has a
remaining tarm of ten years or longer shall ba deemad an “owner' {or purpeses of Lhis protest. When Ihe owner of
an sligibla protest sits is a lsgal amitly cther than a person or persons, the protest petilion shall be signed by the
duly authorized cificeris) of such lagal anfity. Whai guch legel entily s a homeowner's associalion, lhe protest
pofilion shall be slgned by the duly authorized officar(s) of such association, or, in llew thereol, by 51% of the
members of the association.

SIGHNATLRE {Notarzed)

PRINT NAME / l DAYTIVE o9~ 3% z“
S E aan ":J " TELEPHONE # i W
ADDRESS ) C CITY STATE ZiP CODE

1362 D/ o Ave ijuw ¢ 4 o0y
SIGNATURE (Notartzod) DA / /
. TF? - ? ')

PRINT NAME - DAYTIME

TELERHONE #
ADDRESS ChY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE [Notarlzed) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CImY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Naotarized) DATE
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGMATURE {Notarlzed) DATE
PRINTNAME %AEEHF[:!_I% s
ADDRESS CTY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATUAE {MNatarlzed) DATE
PRINTNAME '?EAEPMH%NE#
ADDRESS CiTY STATE ZIPCODE

DATE

LIze soparate shast if necessany

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3655 FOR AN APFLICATION APPOINTMENT.

200l Fraleel piEsisapResiion. fey. B22008




STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

COUNTY OF _Sa-.,_?*g C/:;;F"'L )

lo]
O ZIP ézﬁy J before me, _mmmﬁ,_, Wotary Public, personally appeared

‘Q’U-‘f&m F N i » who proved o me on the basis of
safisfactory evidencedo be the person{shwhosa name(s) iefare subscribed o the within inetrument and
acknowledged to me thathefsheftheyexectibed the same inbisfherftheizauthorized capacityfed, and
that byuhisfherfthairgipnaturefs) on the Instument the pmml{aﬁ; ar the entity upon behalf of which the
pereon(s) acted, exeruted the insoument,

I cartify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is trize and correck.

Corurhasion # 1854009

Hotaly Pdblic + Catfornia
Sonla Clow Counly
My Comim, Exphes. o 25, 2013

M (Sea)

“ Notary Public

WITHESS my hand and officlal seal,

STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
} oss
COUNTY OF }
Cn ___ before me,  Motary Public, persenally appeared

» who prorved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidenceto be the personis) whose name{s) isfare subscribed to the within inshment and
acknowiedged to me that hefshefthey executed the same in hisfherftheir authorized capacity(ies), and
that by higfherftheir signature(s) on the instrument the person{s), or the entity npon behalf of which the
person{g) acted, executed the instrument,

I certify nnder PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
parageaph s troe and oorect.

WITNESS my hand and offieial seal.

{Seal)

Notary Public

284370.1
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest-- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated I’rezoning (File No. C18-010} (“Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District wpon annexation to the
Lity of San Joze for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite éo — the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36,
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose. .

2 Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Property

Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 info
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbeill asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
{concerning de-anntexation), quashed this efforf. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbeil’s and Cambrian 36 property owners' interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell‘s letter to the Mayor of San
Joze daied September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the armexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property. My

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose's intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost, The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 38 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service. As such, the City's intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
wrban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 54375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4, Staff Analysis of Prezoning js Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient

analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning, For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc, Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming, As such, it is impossible for me to understand a.nd
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5 Environmental Review of Pregoning Viplates CEQA. Environmental review of the
Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Cuality Act (“CEQA™). the City of 3an Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Flan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 — more than 16 years ago — and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
pepulation, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such,a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to incdude new
information since the certification date, Ak the very minimuum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162. :

o, Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Nofice Requirements, Notice for the

San Jose Planning Comomission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planting & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice az well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commigsion’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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ZONING PROTEST APF’LICATION

T

FILEHUMBER

QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE
PLAN

AEZONING FILE NUMBER

ADDFIESS QOFFROFERTY BEI
PROTESTED | 2,7 ] &qmim (avE Crnmg?ﬁe’wfcﬁ-el%@&

ASSESSORS FAHCELNUMBER{S]

1A _a4. c?t?_:.
REASONQFPROTEST

| protast ihe propossd rezaning because See Attachment A

Use saparata sheet if necassary

The property in which | own an undivided Interest of at least 51%, and on behalf of whieh fhis prolest is being fited,
is situaled al: {describe properdy by address and Assessor's Parcel Number)

and Is now zongd R1-8 Distict. {in Santa Clara County)

The undivided inlarest which | own in the properly described in the statement above is a:

mmlﬂmsl {ownership)

[[] Leasaho'd interast which explres on

[ other: (expiain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zarirg PretasL prnbaitpplicalion R, ERS008




Page2 ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This form must be signad by ONE or mare owners of an undivided intarast of at leasi 51% In ihe [ol or parcel for
which such protest is filed, such Interes! baing not meraly anezsement. Atenani under a lsase which has 2
rematning tarm of tan years or longer shall be deamad an “owner® for purposes of this pralest. When the owner of
an sligible protest sitg is & legal sniitly olhsr than a person or persons, the prolsst petilion shall ba signad by lhe
tuly authorized officer(s) of such legal entily. When such tegal entily is a homeowner's assoclation, the protest
potition shall be signed by the duly authorized officer(s) of such associalion, or, in lieu Ltheraod, by 51% of the
mambers of the assaciation.
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
D v TELEPHONE #
ADDRE ' CITY STATE ZIP CODE
f.umr s /aNe Cﬁm{jﬁr"u_ CA, Rgaed
sIG MATUHE{Nutarizag\bq\h \(\_ — @E
: S E(_ﬁ\‘ - Zﬁ'ﬁ- L h
PRINTNAME e L/ A DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS oIy STATE ZIFCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) DATE
PRINTHAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS oy STATE ZIFCODE
SIGMATURE {Motarlzed) _ DATE
PRINTMAME DAYTIME
TELEFHOME #
ADCRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIIAE
. TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS CImy STATE ZIFCODE
SIGNATURE (Moterlzed) DATE
PRINT MAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS oY STATE ZIFCODE
SIGNATURE {Notarlzed} DATE
Use separate sheet it nacessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zorrg Pucke Ly mEsAn ptcalanm Ay, R2R00E




STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

b
COUNTY QF Sﬂiﬁ. sz:h:f;...f )

Cm g‘_@d 2, 204D vefore me, A ﬁﬁﬂ(ﬂ K3 £ WNiotary Public, personally appeared
%&_&éﬁﬁ.ﬂ,ﬁmﬁm who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactary eviden be the person(s) whose name(s) isfare subscribed ko the within instriiment and

acknowled ged to me that hefshe/fthey exeruted the same in higfherftheir authorized capaciby(ies), and
that by his/her/their signature{s) on the instrument the person(s), of the enfity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, execubed the nstrunment.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct,

WITINESS my hand and official seal. m.‘
Commision # 1733374
(opsortyensa- e R
A {legc 2 (Seal) Sonta Ciora County
Notary Public __MyComm, MMMMI

STATE QF CALIFORMIA )
. ] s
COUNTY DF )
Cn before me, » Motary Public, personally appeared

, who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidencedo be the personis} whose name(s) isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same in higfherftheir authorized capacity{ies), and
that by hisfherftheir signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), o the entity upen behalf of which the
perscnfs) acted, exented the instrument.

I certlfy under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of Califomnia that the foregoing
paragraph is rue and correct,

WITNASS my hand and official seal,

{Seal)

Notary Public

2018437001
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ATTA A
TO ZONING FROTEST AFPLICATION

I protest-- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Direcior
Initiated Prezoning (File No. CI10-0103 (“Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District tpon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts;

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to - the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincerporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2. Prezoning Directly Coniradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Pro

Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which direcily confradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to arnex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Camphbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort, Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners' interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remaing
unequivocal, As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our cify. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

a Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Mot Benefit My Property. My

properiy will not benefit from the City of San Jose's intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will resultin a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an inereased cost. The City of 5an Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resclved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service. As such, the City’s intended armexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 becanse it does not meet

the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3{b}{(6).

4. Staff Analysis of Prezoning is nsufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities ete. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-corforming. As such, it s impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the
Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmerital
Quality Act (“CEQA”). the City of San Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 - more than 16 years ago - and is not current
nor accurate, Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service are¢a, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to indude new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code & 21166 and 14

Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

B Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the

Sart Jose Plannitig Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City's own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning nofice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refuised to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the Cigy Courncil’s approval, As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is nudl and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B),




Crey oF

, OSE | CITY OF SAN JOSE

CAMTAL OF SILIOOH VALLEY Fianning, Bullding and Code Enforcenenl
200 East Santa Clara Sirest

San Jasé, CA95113-1905

te! {408) 535-3655 fax (408) 202-6055

Whabslle: www. sanjoseca.goviplanning

FILE NUMBER

QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE
PLAN By

REZOMINGFILE NUMBER

ADDRESE OF FROPEARTY BEING

PROTESTED 17 Eria Wm; - CAMPBELL G5008

ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBER(S) !
Yi4-071-07¢6
REASON OF PROTEST

| protast the proposed razoning because See Attachment A

Use saparats shasl |l necessary

The proparty inwhich | own an undividad inlerest of atleast 51%, and on bahali ol which this protast is being filed,
|5 siluated al: {describa propedy by address and Assagsor's Parcel Numbor)

(110 Erin Woy , Complell CA 95008
Aon__q14E07-07¢

and fs now zoned R1-8 District. {in Santa Clara County)

Tha undivided Interest which | own In Ihe prapeny described inihe slalemenl above is &:
E Fea Interest [ownership)

|:] Lersshold inlerest which expires on

[[] other: fexptam)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESICAT [408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
Zanln Pansesl IESAaplestion Fum 6415008




Page2 ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

Thia form st be signed by ONE or more owners of an undivided fnlarest of al [sast 51% Inthe ot or parced for
which such protest s liled, such Interest baing not merely an sasemani. A lenanl under a lease which has a
remaining term of (en years or longer shall ba deemed an "owner” for purposas of this protest. When the owner of
an gliglble protest slte s & legal entitiy other than a person or persons, the protest palilion shall be signed by the
duly authorizad offizer{s) of such legal anlily. When siuch legal entily is a hormaowner's association, the protest
pefition shell be signed by the duly authorized ofiicer(s) of such association, or, in lau thereo!, by 51% of the
membears of the association.
PRINTHAME e D DAYTIME ~ _
8 wp”mm J. eans rerepHones b3S 0= F8-45s54
ADDRESS . STATE ZIP GODE
117 Erin Wey C,q’,mﬂ}j’é;ﬁf_ (l/:[ 95008
SIGMATURE (Notarlzed)- M%,W M DATE / _ /
- ' 725 724d
PRINTNAME . DAYTIME r fe .
F’Dﬂ!ﬂﬂ:&‘. M Deans TeiepHones H 0% 64 ~62 83
ADDRESS . . CITy STATE ZIF CODE
72 Ecn Way Cum p be CA___45po8
SIGHNATURE (Notarl ' DATE
f EQA I M- /@-ﬂ_@.ﬁ&-ﬁ" ‘?/ 20{0
FPRINTNAME g ’ DAYTIME '
TELEPFHONE #
ADDRESS cITY STATE ZIFCODE
SIGNATLIRE {Natarlzed) . DATE
PRINTMNAME DAYTIME
. TELEFHONE #
ADDRESS Iy STATE ZIPCORE
SIGHNATURE {Motar|zed) DATE
PRINT HAME DAYTIME
. TELEPHOMWE #
ADDRAESS oY STATE ZIF CODE
SIGMATLURE [Notarlzed) DATE
PRINTHAME DAYTIME
TELEFHOME #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCQDE
SIGHATLRE {(Motarized) DATE
Use separeta sheet if necessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT {408} 535-1555 FOR AM AFPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
Zrnlreg Praleal. rmESAppHicallon, Rey, B2/000H




STATE OF CALITORNIA }

| R
comnryon Sone ko Clove )
Cio 9 / g / et before me, Priyven Dere _, Motary Public, personally appeared

Wil am Wosteve Daams & Flévertss, Peans  wha proved to me an the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) éfare subseribed to the within nstruiment and
acknowledged to me that hefshafthey executed the same in bisfherftheir authorized capacity(ies), and
that by Lis/her/thelr signature(s) on the instrument the pexson(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

1 certify under FENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of Callfornia that the foregoing
paragraph is brue and correct.

£ FIYUSH OAVE
WITINESS mighand and official seal. i : Commigsion # 1032248
Hatary Public - Gallforsle

A ._/zw“"‘“ SRss/  SwniaGlsra County
i My Comm, Expiren Jun 11, 2014
lﬁ'md'{fy'*mmi:‘:

STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
] =S
COUNTY OF )
Cn before me, _, Notary Public, personally appeared

, who proved to me on the basts of
satistactory evidence-ta be the person(s) whose name(s) isfare subscribed to the within insfrument and
acknowledged to me thathefshefihey executed the same in hisfher/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by hisfherftheir signature(s) on the instrument the person{g}, or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

I cectify under FENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is frue and correct.

WITHESS my hand and ofiicial seal.

(Seal)

Motary Publie

20194370.1

£
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST AFPLICATION

1 protest - and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) (“Prezoning”} that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest The

Prezaning is proposed in conjuncton with -- and is a necessary prerequisite fo — the City
of 5an Jose's intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation {pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose,

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Property

Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 ~ an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In Qctober of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-gnnexation), quashed this effort, Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell's letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbeli, and stated a clear preference éo be part of Campbell.”

3. Prezoning Will Resuli in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property. My ;

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose’s intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service. As such, the City’'s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet

the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56373.3(b)(0).

4, Staff Analysis of Prezoning js Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient

analysis of how the propesed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with whaluses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning, Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal 1ses
would become legal non-conforming, As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the
Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act {("CEQA*). the City of 3an Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR™) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 - more than 16 years ago -- and isnot current
nor accurate. Since its ceitification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such,a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendam ¢o the EIR is
requited to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

o Public Hearin ice Violated City and S tice Requirements. Notice for the
San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City's own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recormmendation s null and void and the City Council's consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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_ S.ANJO CITY OF SAN JOSE

CATITAL OF SITICON VALLEY Planning, Bullding and Cods Enforcemeni
200 East Santa Clera Sireel

San Jogé, CA 55113-1905

18! (108) 535-3555 fax (408) 292-6055

Wahslle: www.sanoseca.gov/planning
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ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

FILENUMBEH

QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE
- PLAM By

REZOMINGFILENUMEER -

ADDAESS OF PROPEATY BEING — o

PROTESTED . D23 ERN LIRY , Covize /27 SSeOST

ASSESSORG PARCELNUMBER(S) ’
/1t~ o1~ 047

REASON DF PROTEST

R a3

| protest the propossd rezoning because See Attachment A

Use separateshest if necessary
/ The proparly in which | own an undivided Interest of al aest 51 %, and on behalf of which ths protest Is being fited,

18 sliualed al: {dascribs proporty by acldress and Asgessor's Parcel Number)
[1Q3 e _as -
(APl (A CSoos—
iy —Of o7

_ and |s now zoned R1-8 nistlet, (in Santa Clara County)

The undividad interesl which | awn in the property described In lhe slatement above s a:

x ﬁ Feslnterest {ownarshilp)

[] Leasehold interest which expires on

EI ijlher: {oxplaing

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT {408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
Zarkg PadestpmESHppacsTion Rev. RAEML08




Page2 ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

Thiz jiarm must be signed by ONE ar more owners of an undivided Inerest of &t least §1%4 I the lot or parcel for
which such profest Is filed, such Interest balng not mersly an sasemant. A lsnanl under a lease which has a
remalning lerim of len years or longer ghall be deamad an “awnar” for purposas of this prolest. When the gwner ol
an eligibls protestsieis a lagal entitiy other lhen a person or parsons, lhe pratast petillon shall bs slgned by he
duty authorized officer(s) of such legal entity. When such legal aniily is a homeowners ansociation, the protest
petiion shell b signad by the duly authorized officer(s) af such assoclalion, ar, in lisu thereof, by 51% of the
membets of the assoclalion.

PRINT NAME DAYTIME
de Batragh TELEPHONE#( ?05:) S15-FR?

ACDRESS 102 ..? 20 Ly cﬁﬁﬁf?ﬁi ﬁoﬁETATE 9 f‘;l;cgﬁ

SIGNATURE {Notarized) /4 ;—19 DATE o /1 /{/‘, o

PRINT NAME—]—4 mQ/ DAYTIME
QoL o s f_?):anm TELEPHOME#

CilY
l /{,

ADDRESS J TATE IPCODE
el=
135 Eeia wy Loopls NS <5

SIGNATURE {Natarized DATE
C Swme I MO e X o -0+ 108
DAYTIME

PRINT NAME
. TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS oY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) _ DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS CY STATE ZIP CODE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS Gy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE {Notarlzed) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS GITY STATE ZIP GODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE

Use separaie sheel lingeessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT {408) 5353555 FOR AN APPLICATICN APPCINTM ENT.
Zonka] Pralesl pmESHAn oo Ry, BI22008



STATE ON CALIFORNIA )

, )} s5
COUNTY O

)
Cm 21 me, W"‘T‘L , Motary Public, personally appeared
3 E i {EH ,who proved b me on the basis of

gatlsfactory E'."idf.“.l‘ll;‘&m Be the person(s) whose name(s) isfare subscribed to the within instroment and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same in hisfher/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by hisfher/their signature(s) on the insirument the person(s), or the enlity upon hehalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the insbrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of Califormia that the foregaing
paragraph s trite and correct.

GLENDORA PITRE
Commiasion » 1844507

Notary Publlc - Callfornta

Zanta Giara Goun
Comm, Explres Iy

55,

Glodlio e
On hﬁf@% b Motary Fublic, personally appeared
Qynd Yo, Yoo NV , who proved ko me on the basis of

satisfactory evidenceto be the person{s) whose name(ﬂ]tisfare pubscribed to the within insbrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same in hisftherftheir authorized capacity(ies), and
that by hisfherftheir signature(s) on fhe instrument the persen(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person{s) acted, executed the instrument.

T Tt

I certify under FENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is rue and correct.

Iy

/ Nedary Public

GLENODAA PITRE
Commiselan # 1844507
Notery Puttle - Callornie
Glara Counly
oy anr 13, 2013

20154374,1
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

1 protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No, C10-010} (*Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Joge far the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Profest. The

Prezoning is proposed in canjunction with - and is a necessary prerequisite to — the City
of San Jose’s intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation {pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Carnbrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2. Prezoning Directly Conéradicis City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Property
Owners Requests, The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell, In QOctober of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chireo, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-wrnexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivacal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell's letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the arnexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Camphbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefif My Property. My
property will not benefit from the City of 3an Jose’s intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently recejve.
Furthermore, it has riot resclved the pressing issue of the City's ability to provide fire
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service. As such, the City's intended annexaltion would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet

the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b}(6).

4, Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient

analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoring. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning, Nor has it provided a comparisan of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Purther, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me o understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning an my property.

3, Environmental Revi f Prezoning Viglates CEOA. Environmenial review of the
Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA*). the City of San Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”} is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago -- and isnot current
nor accurate. Sinee its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure ete.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in brder to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

é. Public Hearing Notice Viclated City and State Notice Requirements, Notice for the
San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with ¢he City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 properfy owners
based on this insutficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does nat comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

COUNCL
DISTRICT

ADDRESS OF PROPEATY BEING
PROTESTED 97 Dailal b (amphetf <& G560 T
ASSESSORS PARCELMUMBER(S)

)L —Hp -0
AEASONOFPROTEST

Yee Attachinent A

| protast the proposad rezoning because

Usa separate sheetif nacessary

The proparty in which | cwn an undivided inerest af at loasl 519, and on behall of which His protest is being filed,
ls situated at: {describa properiy by adiress and Assazsors Parcel Number)

L?‘ES:JL D‘C‘”M Dr. Cam pbed oo ey 527

LixA- 0O -0l

_ and is now zoned I1-8 " Dishlet. (in. Santa Clara County)

The undivided Inlerest which | own In the properiy deseribed in the slaiement above & a:
Fealnlarast {vwnership}

[[] Leasenold interest which expires on

I:I Othat: {expfaln) _—

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT {408) §35-3555 EQR AN APPLICATICHN APPOINTMENT.
Zetiding ProiasL pm e plieg o Fimy, EL0H
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an aligible protesl site is a legal entitiy olhar than a person ar persons, Lhe prolest petllion shall be signed by the
duily authonrizad ofilcers) of such legal entity. Whan such legal antily 13 a homeowner's associallon, the pratest
palition shall be signed by the duly autharzed oflicer(s) of such assoclation, or, in lisu thereok, by 51% of the
mesnbars ofthe sssocialion.
PRINT M&ME DAYTIME
“FILLn FRCRVeY TELEPHOME #
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3y Belap pr. (e mpbe iy et frale
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PRINTN s DAYTIME
WE 1€ 1 Aby TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS oIy ATE FCODE
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SIGMATURE [Hotarlzed) DATE
PRINT MAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS Ty STATE ZIPCODE
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PRINTMAME DAYTIME
TELEPHOME #
ADDRESS iy STATE ZIPCGDE
SIGHATURE (Motarized) DATE
Use separale shest if necessany

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESICAT {408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT,
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initjated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) {*Prezening”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upen annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

i. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to — the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “urban pockel” annexation (puisuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Carmbrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the

City of 5an Jose.

2. Prezoning Directly Contradi ity of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Proper

Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 —an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be anmexed to the City of
Campbell, In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for anmexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary suppozt from
City of San Jose staff. Coundilmember judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(cancerning de-annexation), quashed this effort, Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010}, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Prezaning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property. My

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose’s intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not aurrently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56275.3 because it does not meet

the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4. Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insfficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient

analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my preperty’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning, Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of ihe Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA*). the City of San Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR") is legally inadequate. The IR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 — more than 16 years ago — and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could nothave been known at the time the EllR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrasfructure ete.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162,

0. Puhlic Hearing Notice Viclated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the
San Jose Planning Commission August 25¢th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council's approval. As such, the Planning
Corninission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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5}"’ is siealed at: [‘n‘ascr! % by aﬂdress and Assersor's Parcal Number)
S L/ m Ve
2SO0
and is now zoned R1-8 Distict. (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided interast which | own inthe property dascribed in the statement aboveis a:
¥ KFEE Interest (ownership}
|:] Leasehiold Interest which expires on

|:[ Othar, {faxplaln)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT {404) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APFQINTMENT.
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bage? | ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This forim imust be signed by ONE or more cwnars of an undivided interest of at least 51% inihe lot or parcal for
which such protest [siled, such inferest being nat maraly an sasament. Atenant under a leasa which has a
ramaining lerm of ien years or longer shall be deemed an “awner® for purposes of this protest. When the owner of
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membersof the assoctailan,
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA i
1 8%

county oF_Opls, Clansw )

4) MW
On 21 1 | @ -, befoze me, Notary Public, personally appeared

_ﬂfid Sote Kithadg ___ who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidenceto be the person(s) whose name(s) isfare subsaribed fo the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the szme in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by hisfher/their signature{s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person{s) acted, executed the instrument,

1 certify under PBNALTY OF FERJURY under the laws of the State of Cajifornia that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS muy hand and official seal.

P A PAC AU

Notary fublic

STATE OF CALIEORNIA }

COUNTY OF Sanda (Lai ' ;

gt |
Dnjl Yy ?L / i 5 bﬂnmﬁ&ﬁ%__d Motary Public, personally appeared.
A LA neh . é:fgi:_:gﬁ W

ho proved i me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-io be the percon(s) whose namne(s) isfare sibscribed to the within mstrument arud
acknowledged to me that he/shefthey executed the same in his/herftheir authorized capacity{jes), and
that by hisfherftheir signahure(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon hehalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

T certify under FENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the Eoregoing
paragraph is true and enrrect.

WITNESS my hand and official seal

Notary/Public

%, PATIENCE ANNE STARNES
h  coMMeTsm O
3 KOTARY PUBLIG - CALIFORNIA
SANTA CLARA COUNTY
Wy Coerem, ExplregJuby 29, 2011

—
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING FROTEST APPLICATION

I protest - and respecifully urge the City Council to deny — the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) (“Prezoning”) thaé would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the foilowing reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The
Prezoning is propesed it confunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to — the City
of San Jose’s intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.2} of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36,
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the

City of San Jose.

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Camphell and Cambrian 36 Property
Owners Requests, The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campibell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into

" the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staif to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of-San Jose staff, Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-gnnexation), qitashed this effort. Despite this disappoiniing response, both
Campbell's and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivacal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian 436
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.” '

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexatjon that Will Not Benefit My Property. My
property will not benefit from the City of San Jose's intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. Or the contrary, it will resultin a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resclved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service, As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet

the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4, Staff Analysis of Prezaning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a suificient

analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what nses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning, Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
waotld become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaiuate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Viclates CEQA. Environmerital review of the

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act ("CEQA"™). the City of San Jose’s attempted reliance on the San José 2028
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequiate. The EIR wasg
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 — more than 16 years ago -- and is not current
nor acetirate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, ptiblic infrastructure efc.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certificafion date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14

Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

6. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the

San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on ¢his insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council's approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation fs null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

Thls form must be signad by CME or more owners of an undivided interest of al least 51% in the lal or parcel for
which such prodeslis fifed, such infarest belng nat marely an easement. Atesant under a leese which hasa
remaining lerm of lényaars or longar shall be desmad an “owner’ for purposss of thls protast. When the cwrer of
an eligibls protest slts s & lagal antiliy other than & porsan ar parsans, the prolest petlon shall e slgned by the
duly autharlzed officerfs) of such lagal enlily. When such legal enfily is a hemeowner's association, the protest
patition shall be signed by the duly anthorzed olcar{s) of such assoclation, or, in lisuthereof, by 515 of the

members ofthe association.
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e £ fﬂm 2/ who proved to me on the basis of

is acma*j,rewdenne-to be EI'ue persnn{s] whose name(s) isfare subscribed fo the within ingtrument and
acknowwledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same in hisfherftheir authprized capaciby(ies), and

that by histherftheir signature(s) cn the instrument the person(g), or the entity upon behalf of which the
rersonds) acted, executed the insbrument,

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of Califomnia that the foregoing
paragraph is trve and correct,

WITNESS my hand and officlal seal, £ - . ::L.
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(Seal) My Bxpires Ay
Motary Public
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that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upcn behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instroment,

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the Jaws of the Siate of Califomia that the foregoing
parzgraph is frue and correct,

+ DIANE M, SJAMES
AR ~Ofminion # 173337
No;ary Pubffe . Cnr!l'nrn:u
anta Clarg Coyps
Cornm, 4

Apr 20,2007

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

Netary Public
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest - and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the propesed Director
Initiated Prezoning {File No, C1(-010) (“Prezoning”) that would resuli in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

L Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunciion with - and is a necessary prerequsite (o — the City
of San Jose's intended stxeamlined “trban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commeonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my praperty and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of 3en Jose,

2, Prezoning Directly Contradicis Ci Campbell and Cambri Proper

Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose o annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell agking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
passibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(conceming de-annexation), quashed this effort, Despite this disappeinting response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, ”Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addvesses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Frezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property, My

property will not benefit from the City of San Joses intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning, On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of 5an Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it iz capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive,
Purthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service. As such, the City's intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4. ff Analysis of Prezoning is Ingufficient. Staff hasnot provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
properiy’s existing zoning, Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities efc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
wiould become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the
Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the Califermia Environmental
Quality Act {“CEQA™). the City of San Jose's atiempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate, The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 — more than 16 years aga — and is not current
nor accurate, Since its certificatior, new information of substantial impertance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such,a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the ceréification date, At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR ig
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs §15162.

6. Public Hearing Notire Violated City and State Nofice Requirements. Notice for the
San Jose Flannirig Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to

comply with the City's own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambsrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning far the City Council's approval. As such, the Flanning
Commission’s recornmendation is il and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezaning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.036(B).




